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No one can predict what will happen

in medicine over the next 50 years.
Over the last 50 years, there have been
tremendous changes. The technological
advances are simply mind-boggling.
The challenge for us in health care is
to maintain the highest quality of
health care in the world and at the
same time to continue to make it
available to all Americans, but this can
be done only if we change that basic
framework through which medical
services are consumed.

A medical savings account, again, is
not the answer to these problems. But
it is an alternative. It is an option
which will go a long way to empower
individual consumers.

f

HONORING HARRY KIZIRIAN

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, today the
Senate will act on H.R. 1606, legislation
to designate the U.S. Post Office Build-
ing located at 24 Corliss Street, Provi-
dence, RI, as ‘‘The Harry Kizirian Post
Office Building.’’ I was pleased to join
my colleague, Senator JOHN CHAFEE, in
cosponsoring the Senate version of the
bill, S. 786.

It is a fitting tribute for Congress to
name this particular structure after
Harry Kizirian because it was the first
post office in the United States to use
a fully automated sorting system,
under Harry’s supervision. Harry
Kizirian himself is a Rhode Island land-
mark because of his extraordinary con-
tributions to the United States, to
Rhode Island, and to Providence.

When Harry was just 15 years old, his
father died, and he went to work part-
time as a postal clerk to help support
his widowed mother. He then worked
his way up through the leadership posi-
tions in the Postal Service. After being
nominated by former Senator John O.
Pastore, Harry was confirmed by the
Senate in 1961 as postmaster of Provi-
dence, RI, a post he held for more than
25 years.

World War II interrupted Harry’s ca-
reer for a short time. He enlisted in the
U.S. Marine Corps after he graduated
from Mount Pleasant High School and
subsequently became Rhode Island’s
most decorated marine.

He fought in Okinawa and was shot
in battle. He earned the Navy Cross,
the Bronze Star with a ‘‘V’’, the Purple
Heart with a gold star and, finally, the
Rhode Island Cross.

After the war, Harry returned to
Rhode Island and to his job at the Post
Office. In addition to his military serv-
ice and his work in the Postal Service,
he had served on numerous committees
and boards in Rhode Island.

Harry served on the board of direc-
tors of Butler Hospital, Big Brothers of
Rhode Island, the Providence Human
Relations Commission, Rhode Island
Blue Cross, and Rhode Island Heart and
Lung Associations.

He was also a member of the Commu-
nity Advisory Board of Rhode Island
College, the Providence Heritage Com-
mission, the Commission on Rhode Is-

land Medal Honor Recipients, DAV,
and the Marine Corps League.

Harry Kizirian’s name has become
synonymous with the qualities he ex-
emplifies—dedication, loyalty, leader-
ship, and hard work. I am delighted to
honor him, not only for his lifetime of
service to the Postal Service, but also
for his involvement with and commit-
ment to his community. Congratula-
tions, Harry.
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U.S. WORKERS NEED MORE PRO-
TECTION UNDER OUR IMMIGRA-
TION LAWS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, legal
immigration within the limits and
rules of our immigration laws has
served America well throughout our
history, and is one of the most impor-
tant elements of our national strength
and character.

Clearly, Congress and the American
people today are rightly concerned
about illegal immigration. There is
broad bipartisan support for effective
measures to crack down on this fester-
ing problem. But we must be careful to
ensure that attitudes toward illegal
immigrants do not create a backlash
against legal immigrants.

In general, the current laws and poli-
cies on legal immigration work well,
and we must be hesitant to change
them, especially those that give high
priority to encouraging family reunifi-
cation and enabling U.S. citizens to
bring their spouses, children, parents
and siblings to this country.

But one area of legal immigration
that needs reform is in the rules pro-
tecting American workers. It has be-
come clear that protections for U.S.
workers under current law have not
kept pace with changes in the Amer-
ican labor market and the world labor
market.

This problem is particularly serious
in our laws permitting the entry of
temporary foreign workers—the so-
called nonimmigrants. Hearings con-
ducted earlier this month by the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Immigration,
under the able chairmanship of Senator
SIMPSON, have revealed the depth of
this problem.

U.S. companies are increasingly out-
sourcing activities previously per-
formed by permanent employees. More
firms are resorting more often to the
use of temporary workers or independ-
ent contractors as a way of increasing
profits and reducing wages and bene-
fits, even though the result is less in-
house expertise for the firms.

Often, the workers brought in from
outside are U.S. citizens. But increas-
ingly, U.S. firms are also turning to
temporary foreign workers. Yet, this
little known aspect of our immigration
laws includes few protections for U.S.
workers.

Current laws governing permanent
immigrant workers require employers
to try to recruit U.S. workers first. The
Department of Labor must certify that
efforts for such recruitment have been

carried out before an employer can
sponsor an immigrant worker. This
process has some shortcomings, but it
is intended to guarantee that immi-
grant workers do not displace Amer-
ican workers.

A serious problem is that our laws
governing temporary foreign workers
contain no such requirement. They are
based on the outdated view that be-
cause they enter only temporarily, few
protections for U.S. workers are re-
quired. Current law does not require
employers to try to recruit U.S. work-
ers first, and the Department of Labor
has little authority to investigate and
remedy abuses that arise, such as the
underpayment of wages or the use of
inadequate working conditions.

As a result, a U.S. firm can lay off
permanent U.S. workers and fill their
jobs with temporary foreign workers—
either by hiring them directly or by
using outside contractors.

In one case, a major U.S. computer
firm laid off many of its U.S. computer
programmers, then entered into a joint
venture with an Indian computer firm
that supplied replacement program-
mers—most of whom were temporary
workers from India.

While reforms are needed in this
area, we must be careful not to throw
the baby out with the bath water.
Many temporary workers who come
here provide unique skills that help the
United States to stay competitive in
the global marketplace. For example,
such workers can bring unique knowl-
edge and expertise to university re-
search programs developing new medi-
cal advances and new technologies.

As Congress takes up far-reaching re-
forms in legal immigration, it is vi-
tally important that we recognize
these basic distinctions. Stronger pro-
tections for American workers are
needed. But they are not inconsistent
with preserving an appropriate role for
foreign workers with unique skills.

In our subcommittee hearings earlier
this month, Secretary of Labor Robert
Reich proposed three important
changes to our immigration laws on
temporary foreign workers. I believe
these should receive serious consider-
ation by Congress.

Secretary Reich proposed, first, that
these employers should be required to
make good faith efforts to recruit U.S.
workers first—before seeking the entry
of a foreign worker. Second, he pro-
posed that employers who lay off U.S.
workers should be precluded from seek-
ing foreign workers in that field for at
least 6 months. Third, he proposed that
the length of time that temporary for-
eign workers may remain in the United
States be reduced from 6 years under
current law to no more than 3 years, in
order to reduce the overall number of
temporary foreign workers in the coun-
try at a given time.

In addition to these three thoughtful
proposals by Secretary Reich, the bi-
partisan Commission on Immigration
Reform, chaired by former Congress-
woman Barbara Jordan, has rec-
ommended that employers who request
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immigrants also be required to contrib-
ute to the training of American work-
ers. As the Commission stated in its re-
port last June,

To demonstrate the bona fide need for a
foreign worker and to increase the competi-
tiveness of U.S. workers, an employer should
be required to pay a substantial fee, that is,
make a substantial financial investment
into a certified private sector initiative dedi-
cated to increasing the competitiveness of
U.S. workers.

Each of these proposals is worth seri-
ous consideration by Congress—both
for permanent immigrant workers and
for temporary foreign workers. As Con-
gress moves forward in the coming
months on far-reaching immigration
reform legislation, it is essential that
we enact stronger safeguards against
unscrupulous resorting to foreign
workers at the expense of American
workers, and I look forward to working
closely with my colleagues in the Sen-
ate and the House to achieve this im-
portant goal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a recent article from the
Washington Post—‘‘White-Collar Visas:
Importing Needed Skills or Cheap
Labor?’’—be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 21, 1995]
WHITE-COLLAR VISAS: IMPORTING NEEDED

SKILLS OR CHEAP LABOR?
(By William Branigin)

A large New York insurance company lays
off 250 computer programmers in three states
and replaces them with lower-wage tem-
porary workers from India. A Michigan firm
sends underpaid physical therapists from Po-
land to work at health care facilities in
Texas. A company in California advertises
that it can supply employers with ‘‘technical
workers’’ from the Philippines at low pay.

Even the White House resorts to cheap
technical help, using a company that im-
ports most of its workers from India to up-
grade the president’s correspondence-track-
ing computer system.

As Congress considers major changes in
immigration law, the Department of Labor
and a number of professional associations
and private citizens are citing cases such as
these in urging an overhaul of a little-known
immigration program designed to meet
shortages of highly skilled workers in cer-
tain ‘‘specialty occupations.’’ The debate
highlights much broader dilemmas that the
nation faces as it tries to decide how many
foreigners to admit and what qualifications
to demand of them.

Each year, tens of thousands of such work-
ers from around the world are brought into
the United States under the H–1B visa pro-
gram, which admits computer programmers,
engineers, scientists, health care workers
and fashion models under ‘‘nonimmigrant’’
status.

Businesses say they need the program to
obtain quick, temporary professional help
that cannot be found in the U.S. work force.
They say the visa category enables them to
hire people with ‘‘unique’’ skills—the ‘‘best
and brightest’’ that the world has to offer—
and to compete in an increasingly tough
global market.

Advocates of this and other employment-
based visa programs cite numerous cases in
which foreign professionals with special ex-
pertise have made valuable contributions to

American science and technology and have
helped create jobs in the American economy.
But the Labor Department says the H–1B
program also has been widely exploited to
bring in thousands of foreign professionals
and technicians whose chief attraction is
that they are willing to work for much lower
salaries than their U.S. counterparts. Many
are imported by job-contracting firms known
as ‘‘body shops,’’ which recruit the foreign
professionals and hire them out to major
U.S. companies at a profit.

In many cases, ‘‘employment-based immi-
gration is used not to obtain unique skills,
but cheap, compliant labor,’’ said Lawrence
Richards, a former IBM computer program-
mer who formed the Software Professionals’
Political Action Committee last year after
colleagues were laid off and replaced by
lower-paid programmers from India.

Richards and other critics of the H–1B visa
program described the imported profes-
sionals as ‘‘techno-braceros,’’ the high-tech
equivalent of migrant farm workers.

They charged that the program is driving
down wages in certain sectors, displacing
American workers and bringing in foreigners
who often are effectively ‘‘indentured’’ to
their employers. In the long run, they pre-
dicted, it will accelerate the flight of high-
tech jobs overseas, discourage American stu-
dents from studying for those occupations
and produce the very shortages it was de-
signed to alleviate.

In addition, some immigrants have used
the program to set up lucrative job-contract-
ing concerns that discriminate against
Americans in hiring, sometimes even as they
receive federal assistance for minority-
owned businesses.

To remedy what he says is a situation
‘‘fraught with abuse,’’ Labor Secretary Rob-
ert B. Reich is seeking major reforms under
immigration legislation now being debated
in both chambers of Congress.

‘‘We have seen numerous instances in
which American businesses have brought in
foreign skilled workers after having laid off
skilled American workers, simply because
they can get the foreign workers more
cheaply,’’ Reich said in an interview. The
program ‘‘has become a major means of cir-
cumventing the costs of paying skilled
American workers or the costs of training
them,’’ he added.

‘‘There is abuse of the current non-
immigrant system, but it is by no means
overwhelming,’’ argued Austin T. Fragomen,
an immigration lawyer who represents major
U.S. corporations, ‘‘To the extent there is
abuse, [it] occurs among small, relatively
unknown companies’’ and should be ‘‘con-
trolled through more effective enforcement,’’
he said in written Senate testimony last
month.

‘‘It is minimally widespread,’’ said Charles
A. Billingsley, of the Information Tech-
nology Association of America, a pro-immi-
gration group. ‘‘Are U.S. workers being put
out of work by foreign workers? Probably.
But the occurrence is minuscule.’’ In any
case, he said, H–1B visa holders account for
only ‘‘ a fraction of the U.S. work force.’’

Such arguments are not much comfort to
John Morris, who owns a computer consult-
ing firm in Houston. He said he lost his larg-
est customer, a major oil company, when he
refused to supply it with cheap foreign pro-
grammers.

‘‘Greed is the reason they’re doing this,’’
Morris said. ‘‘Anybody who says it ain’t
greed is smoking rope.’’

He said he also has turned down a Chinese
company’s offer to provide programmers for
placement at $500 a month in jobs that usu-
ally would pay $5,000 a month.

‘‘The Chinese are desperate to get in here,’’
Morris said. ‘‘This is economic warfare.’’

In 1990, Congress passed an immigration
act that raised a cap on permanent employ-
ment-based immigration from 54,000 to
140,000 a year in response to fears of an im-
minent shortage of scientists, engineers and
other highly skilled professionals. A separate
provision created the H—1B visa category,
which lets in as many as 65,000 professionals
a year for stays of up to six years. These
workers are supposed to be paid ‘‘prevailing
wages’’ and not used to break strikes.

The H–1B provision requires no test of the
U.S. labor market for the availability of
qualified American workers, and it does not
bar businesses from replacing U.S. workers
with ‘‘temporary’’ nonimmigrants.

In practice, critics say, ‘‘prevailing wages’’
have been defined too broadly to prevent
many job contractors from significantly un-
dercutting the salaries usually paid to Amer-
icans. Moreover, the anticipated shortages
did not materialize, in part because defense
industry cuts after the end of the Cold War
added to the ranks of an estimated 2.3 mil-
lion Americans who have been laid off so far
this decade.

In Senate testimony last month, Reich
called on Congress to prohibit employers
from hiring nonimmigrant workers in place
of Americans who were laid off. He said com-
panies should be required to show they had
tried to ‘‘recruit and retain U.S. workers’ in
the occupations for which nonimmigrants
were sought. He also recommended that the
permitted stay of these workers be reduced
to three years.

‘‘Hiring foreign over domestic workers
should be the rare exception, not the rule,’’
Reich said.

The labor secretary noted that although
nonimmigrant workers are admitted on a
‘‘temporary’’ basis, many stay for years,
sometimes illegally. More than half of for-
eigners granted permanent resident status in
fiscal 1994 originally came in as non-
immigrant students or ‘‘temporary’’ work-
ers, Reich said.

In response to ‘‘abuse’’ of the non-
immigrant programs, over the past three
years the Labor Department has charged 33
employers with wage violations involving
more than 400 workers in physical therapy
and computer-related occupations.

In one case, the department found that an
Indian-owned firm in Michigan called Syntel
Inc. had ‘‘willfully underpaid’’ its Indian
computer programmers, who came to the
United States under H–1B visas and made up
more than 80 percent of the company’s work
force.

In November last year, American Inter-
national Group, a large Manhattan-based in-
surer, paid off 250 American programmers in
New York, New Jersey and New Hampshire
and transferred the work to Syntel. Syntel
assigned some of the work to about 200 Indi-
ans it had brought in, reportedly at about
half the American’s salaries, and gave the
rest to much to much lower-paid employees
at its home office in Bombay. During their
last weeks of employment, the laid-off U.S.
workers were even required to train their re-
placements, Reich said.

‘‘It was clear that Syntel did not bring in
any special skills that we did not have,’’ said
Linda Kilcrease, one of the full-time pro-
grammers who lost their jobs.

Another Michigan company, Rehab One,
was found by the Labor Department to have
underpaid physical therapists it brought in
from Poland. The workers, who came in with
H–1B visas, were assigned to U.S. health care
facilities, primarily in Texas, and were paid
as little as $500 a month, the department
found.
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In New Jersey, a major shipping company,

Sea-Land Services, laid off 325 computer pro-
grammers this year and replaced them with
Filipinos supplied by Manila-based Software
Ventures International. The Americans. who
were paid about $50,000 a year on average,
also had to train the lower-paid Filipinos,
most of whom eventually returned to Manila
to carry out the work even more cheaply
there.

‘‘I was outraged,’’ said Jessie Lindsay, one
of the former Sea-Land programmers.
‘‘There were highly paid technical jobs leav-
ing the country. . . . What’s the point of get-
ting an education and technical training if
companies can get away with hiring at slave
wages?’’

Mastech Corp., of Oakdale, Pa., a company
owned by two Indian immigrants that has
won millions of dollars in consulting con-
tracts with the federal government, has
brought in about 900 of its 1,300 workers from
India under the H–1B program. From 1991
until Sept. 30, one of its contracts, obtained
under a set-aside program for minority-
owned businesses, involved ‘‘computer sys-
tem integration, installation, maintenance
and operational support for the White House
correspondence system,’’ the presidential
press office said.

‘‘We have been lumped in with some other
companies that allegedly underpay their for-
eign workers,’’ a Mastech executive said.
‘‘We are not a low-paying company.’’

One of the latest controversies over the H–
1B program erupted last month after it was
reported that the National Association of Se-
curities Dealers had laid off 30 contract com-
puter programmers and hired an Indian firm,
Tata Consultancy Services, to do the work.
The government-chartered association,
based in Rockville, Md., owns, operates and
regulates the Nasdaq Stock Market. Tata,
which has a regional office in Silver Spring,
is part of a huge Indian conglomerate that
company officials say produces everything
from tea to computer software.

An NASD spokesman, Marc Beauchamp,
said Tata would employ about 40 people on
the project, half of them working here on H–
1B visas and half at Tata’s home office in
Bombay. He denied that any full-time NASD
employees were fired and said that ‘‘fewer
than 20 outside contractors could possibly be
affected’’ by the move.

The Indians essentially would be maintain-
ing ‘‘outmoded technology’’ so that regular
NASD programmers could ‘‘focus on new
technologies’’ and perform ‘‘more challeng-
ing work,’’ Beauchamp said. ‘‘We found it
made no business sense to hire programmers
that we would have to pay more than, or as
much as, the people we have on staff,’’ he
said.

Neither NASD nor Tata would disclose de-
tails of the contract. However, Tata insisted
that it follows all U.S. regulations and wage
requirements.

‘‘We are not a body shop,’’ said A. Sruthi
Sagar, the firm’s personnel manager. ‘‘We
are not in the business of providing cheap
labor to the United States.’’

f

TRANSFER OF BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT LANDS TO THE
STATES

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about an issue that I
firmly believe in, more localized con-
trol of our public lands. I am here
today to set the facts straight so that
the people of Montana get the real
story and can make their decision on
two pieces of legislation before this
body.

Several months ago I cosponsored a
bill, S. 1031, that will allow the Gov-
ernors of States with Bureau of Land
Management lands to request these
lands be transferred to the States in
which they are located. This bill brings
control of public lands to the local gov-
ernment and out of the stone cold
buildings in this town. I signed on to
this bill as a way of addressing an issue
that I have fought long and hard for
local control and oversight of public
lands by the people that live in and
around those lands.

This bill will provide for the Sec-
retary of the Interior to offer to trans-
fer BLM lands to the States in which
they are located. The Governor of the
State will then have 2 years in which
to make the decision on the future of
this land. A Governor can either accept
the title transfer of these lands or they
may reject this offer. If accepted, then
within the following 10 years the Sec-
retary will transfer these lands to the
States.

What this effectively does, Mr. Presi-
dent, is place control and oversight of
these lands into the hands of those
closest to the land. This puts the deci-
sions on the use of this land into the
local hands, and out of the hands of
people that live thousands of miles
away. It will provide a better oppor-
tunity for all Montanans to have a
voice in the future of the public lands
in the State.

There have been many incidents in
Montana where people, outside the
State, have affected the Federal land
policy of land within Montana. People
living in downtown New York City
have placed a stamp on an envelope
and appealed decisions that effect the
people in Montana. This goes against
every promise the West ever offered to
those who live there. Throughout my
tenure in the Senate I have stood
strong on one basic philosophy; the
people of Montana know what is best
for Montana. The best decisions are
made at the local level. We do not need
a Federal land manager in Washington
to tell us how to manage our lands.
The land managers in the State have a
better understanding of the needs and
the future of the lands in Montana.

One of the basic misconceptions that
have been expounded on by the oppo-
nents of this bill is that the sportsmen
and other Montanans will lose access
to the lands. This is far from the truth.
Our State lands are open to the public,
more open than the Federal Govern-
ment makes their land.

I must assure my fellow Montanans
that I would never do anything to de-
prive them of their rights to hunt or
fish or have access to our lands. As a
founding member of the Congressional
Sportsmen’s Caucus I have fought hard
for the sportsmen across the country.
The goal of the caucus is to provide
more opportunities for all the sports-
men throughout the state and the na-
tion, and I am proud to serve as the
Senate cochair.

As I look at this legislation I would
like to ask a couple of questions about
the future of public lands. In Montana
I wonder who among us would like to
have the future of our public lands, our
access to those lands and use of them,
determined by Federal land managers
in Washington? How many of us would
prefer to have our neighbors and
friends, those people who live in our
state determine when and where we
can use and have access to the lands?

I would like to return debate of this
bill to the topic from which it has been
built. Local control over local lands
and access to lands by the people in the
State where the lands are located. Mul-
tiple use of the lands by people who un-
derstand the concept of multiple use.

This is not a bill that sells land to
private interests or closes land off to
the residents of a State. It is a bill
which allows each and every State that
has lands the opportunity to determine
the future of their lands.

I end by restating one belief that I
have always held near and dear when
talking about Montana. I stand firm in
the fact that Montanans make the best
decisions about the future of Montana.

f

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on that
evening in 1972 when I first was elected
to the Senate, I made a commitment to
myself that I would never fail to see a
young person, or a group of young peo-
ple, who wanted to see me.

It has proved enormously beneficial
to me because I have been inspired by
the estimated 60,000 young people with
whom I have visited during the nearly
23 years I have been in the Senate.

Most of them have been concerned
that the total Federal debt which is $27
billion shy of $5 trillion, which we will
pass this year. Of course, Congress is
responsible of creating this monstros-
ity for which the coming generations
will have to pay.

The young people and I almost al-
ways discuss the fact that under the
U.S. Constitution, no President can
spend a dime of Federal money that
has not first been authorized and ap-
propriated by both the House and Sen-
ate of the United States.

That is why I began making these
daily reports to the Senate on Feb-
ruary 22, 1992. I wanted to make a mat-
ter of daily record of the precise size of
the Federal debt which as of yesterday,
Monday, October 23, stood at
$4,973,904,347,350.96 or $18,881.03 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica on a per capita basis.

f

FOOD QUALITY PROTECTION ACT

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join as a cosponsor of S.
1166, the Food Quality Protection Act,
introduced by Senator LUGAR.

This legislation addresses three
major issues: the need to ensure that
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